
IN THE MATTER OF THE
REVOCATION OF: LICENSING
AUTHORITY OF:

MarkE. Rover

ORDER

HEARINGNO. 10-HR-0017

I, Michael T. McRaith, Director of the Illinois Departmentof Insurance,hereby
certify that I havereadthe Recordin this matterandthe heretoattachedFindingsof Fact,
Conclusionsof Law and Recommendationsofthe HearingOfficer, Louis Butler, appointed
and designatedpursuantto Section402 of the Illinois InsuranceCode (215 ILCS 5/402)to
conducta Hearingin the above-captionedmatter. I havecarefullyconsideredandreviewed
the Record of the Hearing and the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Recommendationsof theHearingOfficerattachedheretoandmadeaparthereof.

I, Michael T. McRaith, Director ofthe Illinois Departmentof Insurance,beingduly
advisedin the premises,do herebyadopt the Findings of Fact, Conclusionsof Law and
Recommendationsof the Hearing Officer as my own, and basedupon said Findings,
ConclusionsandRecommendationsenterthefollowing Orderunderthe authoritygrantedto
me by Article XXIV andArticle XXXI of the Illinois InsuranceCode(215 ILCS 5/401 et.
seq.and 215 ILCS 5/500-5et. seq.)andArticle X of the Illinois AdministrativeProcedure
Act (5 ILCS 100/10-5et. seq.).

This Order is a Final AdministrativeDecisionpursuantto the Illinois Administrative
ProcedureAct (5 ILCS 100/1-1 et seq.). Further, this Order is appealablepursuantto the
Illinois AdministrativeReviewLaw (735ILCS 5/3-101et seq.).
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NOW IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1) TheOrderofRevocationpreviouslyissuedin this matterto theRespondent,
Mark Rover,is sustained;and

2) Thatthe costsof thisproceedingarewaived.

DEPARTMENTOF INSURANCE
STATE OF ILLINOIS

Date: I /VL~~L~ ______________

MichaelT. McRaith
Director



IN THE MATTER OF THE
REVOCATION OF:LICENSING
AUTHORITY OF:

Mr. MarkE. Rover
3 CanyonCourt
Algonquin, IL 60102

HEARINGNO. 10-HR-0017

FINDINGS OF FACT. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE

HEARING OFFICER

Now comesLouis Butler, HearingOfficer, in theabove-captionedmatterandhereby
offershis Findingsof Fact,Conclusionsof Law andRecommendationsto theDirectorof
Insurance.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1) On December18, 2009theDirectorissuedanOrderofRevocationofRespondent’s

Illinois InsuranceProducer’slicense. (HearingOfficerExhibit # 2)
2) On or aboutDecember30, 2009theIllinois Departmentof Insurance(Department)

receivedaRequestfor Hearingfrom theRespondent.(HearingOfficerExhibit #2)

3) On January12, 2010DirectorofInsurance,MichaelT. McRaith, (theDirector),
executedanAuthority to ConductHearing.(HearingOfficerExhibit # 1)
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4) On January12,2010theDirectorissuedaNoticeofHearingin this mattersettinga
HearingdateandlocationofFebruary10, 2010at 10:00a.m. attheDepartment’s
officesin Chicago,Illinois. Also attachedto theNoticeofHearingis the certified
mail receipt.(HearingOfficer Exhibit # 2)

5) On or aboutJanuary12, 2010,Michael Heinlefiled aNotice ofAppearanceas
counselfor theDepartmentin thismatter. (HearingOfficerExhibit #2)

6) OnJanuary12, 2010theDirectorappointedLouisButlerasHearingOfficer in this
matter. (HearingOfficerExhibit # 1)

7) The Hearingin this matterwas convenedat the Department’soffices in Chicago,
Illinois at 10:00 a.m. on February10, 2010at which timewerepresentLouis Butler,
HearingOfficer, MichaelHeinleon behalfoftheDepartment,andRichardNitkawith
the Department. Respondentwas present. Ms. Simone Arthur and Regence
Norwoods,with theDepartment,werepresentbutdid not testify.

8) The purposeofthis proceedingwasto determinetheRespondent’seligibility to hold
an Illinois InsuranceProducer’slicenseandto determinewhethertheDirector’sOrder
ofRevocationoftheRespondent’slicenseshouldstand.

In theDepartment’scase-in-chiefMr. Nitkatestifiedasfollows:

9) He is employedby theDepartmentasa Supervisorin theProducerRegulatoryUnit.

10) Hehasbeenemployedby theDepartmentfor 26 years.Hehasbeenin his current
positionfor sevenyears.

11)His generaldutiesincludeoverseeingexaminersandinvestigatorsin theunitwith

regardto casestheyareassigned.

12)Aspartofhisjob dutieshehadtheopportunityto reviewRespondent’sfiles.

13)DepartmentExhibit # 1 is from theSuperiorCourtofCalifornia,CountyofLos
Angeles,documentnumber5A062371in the matterof StateofCaliforniavs.Mark
EdmondRover.Thedocumentis acertifiedrecordandwasobtainedfrom theState
ofCalifornia.

14)DepartmentExhibit # 1 indicatesRespondentcommittedthefelonyoffenseof
stalking.

15)DepartmentExhibit #2 is an NAIC applicationfor Individual InsuranceProducers
License.Mr. Nitka indicatedthatthedocumentwasobtainedfrom the(Department’s)
LicensingSection.Respondent’snameappearson thedocument.Theapplicationwas
signedonApril 21, 2009.
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16)Questiononeon DepartmentExhibit # 2 asks:“Have you everbeenconvictedofa
crimehadajudgmentwithheld or deferredorareyoucurrentlychargedwith
committinga crime?”Respondentanswered“No” to thisquestion.

17)DepartmentExhibit # 3 is aTemporaryLicensingRequestForm.Thedocumentwas
signedby Respondenton February1, 2009.Mr. Nitka indicatedthatthe document
wasobtainedfrom the(Department’s)LicensingSection.

18)QuestionthreeonDepartmentExhibit # 3 asks:“Have you everbeenconvictedof a
felony?” Respondentanswered“No” to thisquestion.

Respondenthadno questionsoncrossexamination.

Onexaminationbythe HearingOfficerMr. Nitkatestifiedasfollows:

19)Thestandardprocedurefor obtainingDepartmentExhibit # 1 is thatthe investigator
would contacttheCircuit Court,all jurisdictions,andrequestcertifiedcopiesofthe
documents.Mr. Nitkathinks thestandardprocedurewasfollowed in this case.

20)Respondentwasconvictedofafelony in March 2007.TheDepartmentreceivedhis
temporarylicenseapplication(DepartmentExhibit # 3) in oraboutMarch 2009.The
DepartmentreceivedDepartmentExhibit # 2 in or aboutApril 2009. Mr. Nitka
believestheDepartmentopenedthefile on Respondenton April 17, 2009.Therefore,
thefile wasopenedbeforetheDepartmentreceivedDepartmentExhibit #2.

21)Mr. Nitkawasunawarewhy theDepartmentopenedthe file. Theinvestigationfile
wasdoneby DorothyDaughtelin Springfield.Therewasno pictureor Social
SecurityNumberonDepartmentExhibit # 1 thatindicatesthat Respondentis the
sameMarkRoveridentifiedin thedocument.

Respondenttestifiedin his case-in-chiefasfollows:

22)Respondentwasappearingto asktheStatefor leniency.In December2009,hegot a

letterstatingthathis licensewasrevokedafterbeingin forcefor a year.

23)Hehadbeenliving in Californiafor thepast28 years.Hewasrunninghis own

constructionbusiness.

24)During2006he wasdoingworkat anart studio.Hewasbehindscheduleaftertaking
toomanyadd-onsandthe ownerdecidedto terminatehim. Hewasupsetandreturned
to thebusinessto try to work thingsout, butto no avail.

25)Theownerwentto theauthoritiesandhewaschargedwith afelony.Respondentsaid
heneverusedforcenordid thishaveanythingto do with fraud ormisrepresentation
or misuseof funds.
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26)While incarceratedhe pleabargainedsincehecouldnot afford an attorney.He
workedattheSalvationArmy andwaitedto movebackto Illinois with family andget
a newstart.

27)Onedayat churchhe met amanwho waslooking for peopleto sell longtermcare
andhe suggestedRespondentjoin his companyandapplyfor atemporarylicense.He
orderedthebooksandstudiedfor the life andhealthtest.Hehadno ideaheshould
call theStateright awayto find out whatis neededto qualify.

28)After receivingtherevocation,hespokewith DorothyDaughtelin Regulationand
shementionedhe shouldhavesentin the informationabouthispastto seeif he
qualifiedfor aproducerslicensebeforeorderingthebooks.

29)Hecheckedthewrongbox outofbeingstressedandsurprisedby thequestion.He
washopingthatby thetimethelicensewasissuedhisprobationwould be over.

30)HecalledtheDepartmentandspoketo BarbaraDyerin Licensing.Shesaidthat as
longashedidn’t getarrestedfor fraudor moneyissueshe’dprobablybe okay,but he
shouldsendhis informationto Brett Berger.’

31)Hesentin thepapersfrom Californiastatinghis caseandaletterofsupportfrom his
probationofficer. Theprobationofficer statedhewasin complianceandwaseligible
for earlyterminationofprobation.

32)Hedidn’thearanythingandshortlythereaftergot his licensein themail. Hespoke
with hisprobationofficer who saidtheStatehadrequestedmoreinformation.Hewas
concernedandheldoff from actuallysellinginsurance.

33)He is interestedin seeingif theBoard(Department)wouldconsiderreinstatinghis
licenseor at leastwaivingany fines or fees.Hehasbeenunemployedandsuffereda
hardship.

34)RespondentproducedthreeExhibits.Respondent’sExhibit # 1 is letter from a
companycalledEtherabondandits PresidentChris Margarites.Respondenthadbeen
a contractorfor Margarites’companyandMargaritesofferedtheletterasa reference
to Respondent’scharacter.

35)RespondentExhibit # 2 is a letter from PastorDavid A. Eichrnannof HarvestBible
Chapel.PastorEichmannstatesthatRespondentrealizeshe hasmademistakesbut is
committedandgrowingin following truth.

36)RespondentExhibit # 3 is afacsimilefrom DaveCorningof CFM Insurance.Mr.
CorningknowsRespondentfrom HarvestBible Chapel.HestatesRespondentis a
dependablepersonwho is consistentin his classattendance.Mr. Corningwould
characterizeRespondentashumbleandteachable.

1 Brett’s last name is actually Gerger.
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37)TheDepartmentdid not objectto theentryofRespondent’sExhibits,but askedthat
theybegivenlimited weightsincetheauthorswerenotpresentto becrossexamined.

Oncross-examinationRespondenttestifiedasfollows:

38)Hemayhavegoneto theconstructionsitetwice to confronttheowner.

39)Hedid notreally makeany threats.Hetalkedto thewomanthat workedthere,
(because)it wasnot lookinggoodfor theownerto ignorehim. Hewasseekinga
moneysettlementfor theworkhehaddone.

40)Hewasfriendswith thebusinessowner.Therewasabout$6,000ondispute.Hedid
not file a lawsuit.Hedid not file a lawsuitbecausehewas in jail. Therewasanorder
ofprotection.

41)Respondenthasanotherprior convictionin California.Abouteight ortenyearsago
hebelieveshewasconvictedof afelony. Theconvictionwasfor lewd conduct,it
might havebeen14 yearsago.

42)Hehasneverhadan orderof protectionprior to thestalking incident.Therewas
restitutionorderedforthestalkingconviction.Hewentto theSalvationArmy for six
monthsandhadangermanagementclasses.Hesuccessfullycompletedthose.At the
time ofthehearinghewasstill on probation.

43)Hebelieveshe wasincarceratedfor 90 days.Hesubsequentlyworkedfor the
SalvationArmy asatruck driver. Respondentadmittedto doingdrugspreviously,but
hequit beforetheincarceration.Hehasbeensoberfor threeyears.He attends
meetingofNarcoticsAnonymousandis moreinvolved in church.

44)After thestalkingconvictionhe losthis company.Sincehisconvictionheworkedin a
tile shopfor aretail businessthatpayson commission.Heworkedfor Caputo’sin the
deli section.It wasfor youngerpeopleandthepaywasreally low. Hehasworkedfor
a frienddoing little jobs for him.

45)He is living with his family. David Corningof CFM Insuranceis afriendfrom
church.

46)If grantedalicensehewould probablysellpropertyandcasualtyinsurancewith a
partnerin Woodstock.His licenseis currently for life andhealthinsurance.Hewasin
themidstof studyingpropertyandcasualtywhenhe got therevocation.

47)Thelewdconductconvictionwasbecausehewasin a carwith agirl andhewas
exposed.Hedid not receiveprisontime forthis incident.Hesuccessfullycompleted
hisprobationfor thatincident.
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48)With respectto DepartmentExhibit # 3, he marked“No” to thequestionconcerning
any felony convictionsbecauseasalespersonheknewatUnitedTeachers
Associationtoldhim to.

49)RespondentworkedfortheUnitedTeachersAssociationfor abouttwo months.He
wroteafewpolicies,buthe doesnot think theywereput through.

50)Respondentanswered“No” to thequestionregardingconvictionsonDepartment
Exhibit # 2 becausehe did not treatit with asmuchseriousness.He did not think it
wasonhis record.

On examinationby theHearingOfficer Respondenttestifiedasfollows:

51)Thegirl in thecarrelatedto the lewd conductconvictionwas21 yearsold. He was
probably30. Thegirl wasnotarelative.Hedoesnotbelievethegirl wascharged.

52)Mr. Margarites(RespondentExhibit # 1) wasnot awareoftheprior lewd conduct
convictionwhenhewrotethe letter.NeitherMr. EichmannnorMr. Corningwere
awareoftheprior lewd conductconvictionwhentheywrotetheir letters.

53)RespondentseesMr. Margaritesoutsideofwork. Respondentmethim throughLong
GroveChurchwherehe playsdrumson occasion.Respondentmethim atthetile
shopandhe learnedheplayedthedrumsandaskedhim to play drumsfor hischurch.
HeseesMr. MargariteseverySundayat church.Whenheworkedforhim hesawMr.
Margariteseveryday. Sometimeshewasinvited overto Mr. Margarites’housefor
dinner.

54)RespondenthasknownMr. Eichmanfor aboutayearwhenhestartedgoingto the
HarvestBible Chapel.He is friendswith Mr. Eichmann,butdoesnot seehim on a
socialbasis.Theywereonamen’sretreatin Michigan.

55)RespondenthasknownMr. Corningfor aboutayear.Hedoesnotseehim socially.
Mr. Eichmanntaughtamen’sbootcampcoursethathe tookat HarvestChurch.

56)Respondentis notmarried.He graduatedfrom MaineNorthHigh School in
DesPlaines,Illinois. Hedid notattendcollege.Hewentto constructionschooland
privatemusicclasses.Hehadageneralcontractor’slicensein California.

57)Hehasnotappliedfor a generalcontractor’slicensein Illinois. Hehasthoughtof
applyingfor a generalcontractorlicensein Illinois, but is notsureif he is eligible.

58)His bail for thestalkingincidentwas$150,000.It wasprettyhighandthat is whyhe
spent90 daysin jail. Hepledguilty, thatwastheonly wayto getout. Hehadbeen
doingconstructionin Californiafor 22 years.
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59)This incidentwasnot thefirst time someonehadgonebadon apaymentfor work he
haddone.However,in thosejobshepaidwhateverproblemstheyhadwith thework
hedid. By that, hemeantthat if theyhadproblemswith hiswork theyaskedfor funds
back.Basicallyhesettled.

60)His constructionlicensewassuspendedorrevokedin Californiawhenhewas
convictedof stalking.Hedid not go throughahearingregardinghis construction
license.Respondentstatedhis (contractor’s)bondpaidoff thecustomer.Onceyou
don’t haveabondfor yourcontractor’slicenseyourstatelicenseis basically
suspended.

61)Respondentmovedbackto Illinois aboutayearandahalfago.

62)In his 22 yearsin theconstructionbusinesshehashadotherpaymentdisputes.He
hadarbitrationonce,but hehasnot filed any small claimsdisputesor takenanyoneto
court.Theyonly allow you to do arbitrationoncein California.Thelegal processwas
not unfamiliarto him.

63)He thinksheservedathreeyearprobationperiodfor the lewd conductconviction.
Thatwasthefirst arrestheeverhad.Hewasdatingthegirl. Thegirl wasnot a
prostitute.He thinkshe metthegirl in a club.Hedoesnot believethis wasthe first
timehehadmether.Hebelieveshe hadcontactwith herafterthearrest.Hebelieves
shewasnot arrestedbecauseshewasdressedandhewasnot.

64)Thejob he might havein Woodstock(Illinois) is with JohnJones(insurancebroker).
Joneswasgoing to givehim a letterofreferencealso,butRespondentdid not have
time. Mr. Jonesis notawareof the lewdconductconviction.

65)Hedid not tell Mr. Jonesbecausehewastrying to startanew.In rehabtheytell if
somebodyasksyou, mark it butexplainthatyouhavechanged.Hefeelshehasdone
that.

66)Hemarked“No” on thetwo applications,basicallybecauseit wastheendofhis
probationandhewashopingto haveit over. Mr. Jonesis awareofthestalking
conviction.Hethinks Mr. Joneshashadhis own companyacoupleof years.

On re-directexaminationby Mr. HeinleRespondenttestifiedasfollows:

67)Respondenthasno children.Hewasnot involved in anytypeof administrative
suspensionor hearingregardinghis constructionlicense.His license(in California) is
suspendedbecausehedoesnothaveabond.

68)On DepartmentExhibit #2 Respondentanswered“No” to thequestionconcerning
whetherhehadalicensecensured,suspended,revoked,cancelled,etc.Respondent
statedthequestionwasalittle gray.His (contractor’s)licensewasnotsuspended
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becauseofanythinghe did, but it doesn’tsayanythingaboutyourbondbeing

suspended.

69)Respondenthasno outstandingdelinquenttax obligations.

70)AmicusCourtReporters,Inc. recordedthetestimonytakenin thisproceedingand
chargedtheDepartment$410.75for theCourt Reporter’sattendance,atranscriptof
theproceedingsandaCD ROM.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Basedon theabove-listedFindingsofFactandtheentireRecordin thismatterthe
HearingOfficeroffersthefollowing ConclusionsofLawto theDirectorofInsurance.

1) LouisButler wasduly appointedHearingOfficer in this matterpursuantto
Section402 oftheIllinois InsuranceCode(215ILCS 5/402).

2) The Director of Insurancehasjurisdictionover thesubjectmatterandtheparties
in this proceedingpursuantto Sections401, 402, 403 and 500-70ofthe Illinois
InsuranceCode (215 ILCS 5/401, 5/402, 5/403 and 5/500-70) and Section 10-
65(c)oftheIllinois AdministrativeProcedureAct (5 ILCS 100/10-65(c).

3) The purposeof this proceedingwasto determinethe Respondent’seligibility to
hold an Illinois InsuranceProducer’s license and to determinewhether the
Director’sOrderofRevocationoftheRespondent’slicenseshouldstand.

4) In its OrderofRevocationandNoticeofHearing,the Departmentallegedthat the
Respondenton March8, 2007hadbeenconvictedof a felony, stalking,which is a
groundfor revocationpursuantto Section5/500-70(a)(6)ofthe Illinois Insurance
Code(215 ILCS 5/500-70(a)(6)).The Departmentalso allegedRespondenthad
obtainedor attemptedto obtain a license through misrepresentationor fraud,
which is a groundfor revocationpursuantto Section5/500-70(a)(3)oftheIllinois
InsuranceCode(215ILCS 5/500-70(a)(3)).

Section5/500-70(a)provides:

Licensedenial, nonrenewalor revocation.(a) theDirectormay
placeonprobation,suspend,revoke,orrefuseto issueor renew
an insuranceproducer’slicenseormaylevy acivil penaltyin
accordancewith this Sectionor takeanycombinationof actions,
for any oneor moreofthefollowing causes:
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Section5/500-70(a)(3)provides:

* * *

obtainingor attemptingto obtaina licensethroughmisrepresentation
orfraud.

Section5/500-70(a)(6)provides,inter alia:

* * *

(6) havingbeenconvictedofa felony;

Section5/500-70(d)oftheIllinois InsuranceCodeprovidesthat:

In additionto or insteadof any applicabledenial, suspension,
orrevocationof a license,apersonmay,afterhearing,be
subjectto acivil penaltyof up to $10,000for eachcausefor
denial,suspension,or revocation,however,thecivil penalty
maytotalno morethan $100,000.

TheIllinois AdministrativeCode,50 Ill Adnin. Code§2403establishesstandardsfor review
ofproducerlicensesor licenseapplicationswith respectto thoseproducers(andapplicants)
who havebeenconvictedofafelony. Section2403providesthata numberof factorsareto
beconsideredby theDirectorin determiningtheappropriateaction. Thestandardsof
Section2403.30provide:

2403.30 ReviewStandards

Section 500-70 of the Illinois Insurance Code
allows the Directorto placeon probation,suspend,
revoke,or refuse to issue an insuranceproducer’s
license, levy a civil penalty, or take any
combination of the preceding actions when the
producerhasbeenconvictedof a felony [215 ILCS
5/500-70(a)(6)~. When so reviewing producer
licensesor licenseapplicationsinvolving producers
who havebeenconvictedof a felony, the Director
shall considerthe following factorsin determining
theappropriateaction:

a) NatureandSeverityoftheCriminal Activity.
b) TimeElapsedSincethePriorCriminal Conduct.
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c) Absenceof Additional Criminal ConductSince the
ReportedFelony.

d) Multiple Offensesor PatternofCriminal Conduct.
e) Restitution.
f) ProperDisclosure.
g) SuccessfulCompletionof SentenceandProbationaryPeriod.
h) Rehabilitation.
i) Natureof Work Performedby theApplicantorProducer.
j) Any OtherFactsor CircumstancesDeemedRelevantby theDirector.

Section2403.30(a)-NatureandSeverityoftheCriminalActivity.

TheRespondent’scrimeswerenot violent in nature. Respondent’stestimonyindicatesthat
he was involved in a businessdisputethat resultedin his stalking conviction. The other
conviction he admittedto involved lewd conduct.Section 2403.30(a)provides that when
viewingthis factorviolentcriminalsmaybedeniedproducerlicenseprivileges.

Section2403.30(b)-TimeElapsedSincethePrior Criminal Conduct.

The Respondentwas convicted in March 2007 and originally sentencedto 36 months
probation.Respondent’sparole doesnot end until approximatelyMarch 2010. Section
2403.30(b)notes that when judging this factor, the duration of time since the criminal
activity should be proportionateto the severity of the criminal conduct. As previously
mentioned,the crime in this matterwasnot violent. However,becauseRespondentis just
comingoff is probationaryperiodI concludethattheRespondentis not far removedfrom his
criminal activity.

Section2403.30(c)Absenceof AdditionalCriminal ConductSincethe ReportedFelony.

Thereis no indicationthat Respondenthasengagedin anycriminal activity sincehis felony
andreleasefrom prison.

Section2403.30(d)Multiple OffensesorPatternofCriminalConduct.

Thereis no indication thatRespondenthasengagedin any criminal activity sincehis felony.
However, Respondentwas previously convicted of lewd conduct. Becausehe did not
disclosethis on eitherofhis applicationsthe Departmentwasnot ableto determineprior to
thehearingif thisconductwasa felonyin California.

Section2403.30(e)-Restitution

Respondenttestifiedthathesatisfiedcourtorderedrestitutionin thismatter.
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Section2403.30(f)-ProperDisclosure.

The Respondentwas untruthful on his insuranceproducerapplication in answeringthe
questionabout his felony convictions. The Departmentbecameaware of the conviction
becausehe later admittedtheinformationon his applicationwasinaccurate.

Section2403.30(g)-SuccessfulCompletionof SentenceandProbationaryPeriod.

As previouslystated,Respondent’sprobationdoesnot enduntil approximatelyMarch 2010.

Section2403.30(h)-Rehabilitation

Postconvictioncommunityserviceor charitableactivity by theapplicantmay serveas
evidenceofrehabilitation. Thereis no evidencethattherewascourtorderedcommunity
servicenoranyevidenceof communityservice.Respondentdid testify thatheattends
church.

Section2403.30(i)-Natureof Work Performedby theApplicant

TheRespondenttestifiedthathehasajobopportunity,but is otherwisenot gainfully
employedatthe currenttime.

In consideringthefactorsof Section2403.30,Respondentwould still bea risk to thepublic
in holding an Illinois insuranceproducer’slicense. Particularly troubling to the Hearing
Officer is: 1) the fact that Respondenthasjust recentlycompletedhis probationaryperiod,
and 2) that Respondentintentionally suppliedfalse informationon two applications.In one
instanceRespondentstateshe was told to lie and in anotherinstancehe claims he lied
becausehewasstressedaftertakingtheproducersexamination.

The Illinois courtshaveaddressedthe issueof felony reviewandthe rehabilitationfrom a
felony in the context of licensingas an insuranceproducer. In Medley v. Departmentof
Insurance.223 Ill. App. 3d 813, thecourt statedthat“the typeof rehabilitationrequiredhere
is suchthatthe licenseecanbe trustedto engagein selling and securingofinsurancepolicies
which may be intricateandinvolve insuredsor prospectiveinsuredswho lacksophistication
in suchmatter.” TheCourt furtherstatedthat a personseekingto showrehabilitationshould
appearcontrite in natureand should indicateways he had changedsincethe conviction.
Respondentshowedno evidenceof rehabilitation.Respondentdid not appearcontrite asa
resultoftheactionsthat ledto his conviction.

The HearingOfficer concludesthat thesetwo factors outweigh any otherevidenceof the
Respondent’scompliancewith 50 Ill. Adm. Code2403 submittedin this matter.

Basedon the record as a whole, the Hearing Officer concludesthat Respondenthasnot
demonstratedsufficient rehabilitation.The Departmenthasprovided ample evidencethat
RespondentviolatedSections500-70(a)(3)and 500-70(a)(6)(215 ILCS 5/500-70(a)(3)and
215 ILCS 5/500-70(a)(6).
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Basedupontheabove-statedFindingsof Fact,ConclusionsofLaw andtheentire
Recordin thismatter,the HearingOfficeroffersthefollowing Recommendationsto the
DirectorofInsurance:

1) ThattheDirector’sOrderofRevocationbe sustained;and

2) Thatthecostsofthisproceedingbe waived.

Date ~
Louis Butler
HearingOfficer
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